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Claims 1 - 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The claim is directed to a "method for reducing the production of . . . sludge." It is 
unclear if a reduction in the amount of sludge falls within the scope of the claim, or only 
a reduction in the rate of generation of sludge. 

With respect to the transitional phrase, the claim reads, "method . . . 
characterized in that [the method] consists in dissociating the step of reducing sludge 
production from the purifying step." This recitation of "consists" suggests that the scope 
of the claim is not open to performance of steps not positively recited in claim 1 . 

The terms "low . . . load," "medium . . . load," and "high ... load" in claim 1 are 
relative terms which render the claim indefinite. These terms are not defined by the 
claim, the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite 
degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the 
scope of the invention. To the extent that applicant argues that while the meaning of 
"low" may be indefinite, the claim as a whole is not indefinite because all bases are 
covered by reciting "low, medium, or high," the examiner notes there is no evidence 
suggesting that "low load" covers as low as no load, or that "high load" covers all 
possible loads greater than a "medium load." That is, there may still be room for an 
"extremely high load" not covered by "high load." 

It is unclear how, or in what specific respects, the scope of "activated sludge type 
biological treatment" may encompass treatments that are not activated sludge biological 
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treatments. In other words, it is unclear to what extend the use of "type" in the phrase 
"activated sludge type biological treatment" opens the scope of the phrase "activated 
sludge biological treatment" to other treatments. 

It is unclear what "associated with" means in claim 1 . 

Insofar as the sole substrate source during the activated sludge process comes 
from lysed cells of the reduced sludge production step, it is not clear how the reduced 
sludge production step can be optional. 

It is unclear in claim 1 whether the thermophilic enzymatic treatment takes place 
during mechanical stirring, or only the partial oxidation using ozone step takes place 
during mechanical stirring. 

For apparatus claims 2 - 3, it is unclear what structure is being claimed. The 
apparatus of claims 2-3 cannot cleariy be defined by how it is used unless (and until) 
the structure of the apparatus is clearly recited. 

For the purposes of first action on the merits, Claim 1 is construed as follows: 
A method of treating municipal or industrial wastewater treatment plant sludge, 

said method consisting of: 

Treating said sludge to an activated sludge biological process; and 
Subjecting the sludge to either a step of thermophilic enzymatic reduced sludge 

production combined with mechanical stirring, or to a step of partial oxidation using 

ozone combined with mechanical stirring, 
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whereby the sole substrate source consists of organic matter derived from lysed 
bacteria induced during the reduced sludge production step. 



Claim 1 is rejected under 35 USC Sec. 102(b) as clearly anticipated by JP 
10057994. The patent describes a method of treating municipal or industrial 
wastewater treatment plant sludge. That method comprises treating the sludge to an 
activated sludge biological process (2). The sludge to then subjected to a partial 
oxidation using ozone (19). The mechanical stirring is accomplished through the 
stirring effect of ozone gas added via a mechanical blower to the liquid. The sole 
substrate source consists of organic matter derived from lysed bacteria induced during 
a reduced sludge production step. 



Claims 2 - 3 are rejected under 35 USC Sec. 102(b) as clearly anticipated by 
any one of JP 10057994, JP1 052697, JP 10137780 insofar as each reference shows a 
vessel in which activated sludge biological treatment takes place, and a sludge 
separation vessel. 



Objection is made to claims 1 - 3 for misspelling "thermophilic" as 
"theremophilic." In claim 1 , "lysed" is a preferred spelling of "lyzed." 
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